INTHE CIRCUIT COURT OF THE NINTH, 
JUDICIAL CIRCUIT IN AND FOR 
‘COUNTY, FLORIDA CIVIL DIVISION 
AARON CARTER, 
Plaintiff, 


CASE NO. 2006-CA.4293 
LOUIS J. PEARLMAN and 


‘TRANSCONTINENTAL RECORDS, INC. 


and LOUIS J. PEARLMAN ENTERPRISES, 
ING, 


DIVISION 32 


Defendants. 
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‘The Plaintiff, AARON CARTER ("Caner’) and Defendants, LOUIS J. 
PEARLMAN (“Pearlman”), TRANS CONTINENTAL RECORDS, INC. (“Trans Con”) and 


LOUIS J, PEARLMAN ENTERPRISES, INC, CLIPE") (collectively refered 10 as 
Defendants"), by and throug their undersigned attorneys, fle this Joint Case Management 
Report for use by this Honorable Court in addressing those issues identified by the Court in its 


Notice of Hearing and Order on Case Management Conference served June 28, 2006. 
i 


‘Abrict factual eatement ofthe case; 

‘Aaron Carter is a musical artist who entered into an Exclusive Reconding Artist 
Agreement (Recording Agreement") with Trans Con. Pearlman, one of the named Defiant, 
is the President of Trans Continental Records, Ine. Carter was a minor at the time the Recording 


Agreement was executed, and a California court approved the Recording Agreement ato all of 


its terms and conditions. Carter reached the age of majority in December 2005. Upon doing 60, 
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: e e 
‘Trans Con was informed that Carter desired to disaffirm the Recording Agreement based on his 
minority status at the time of its execution. 
‘The parties disayree as to the validity of the Recording Agrocment, and Trans Con 
filed @ Complaint for Declaratory Relief in the California court where the Agreement was 


allegedly judicially affirmed, Theveafter, on May 26, 2006, Carter filed 


count Complaint 
with this Coun, styled Aaron Carter v, Louis J, Peariman ond Traxs Continental Records, Inc, 
and Louis J, Pearlman Enterpeises, Inc, Case No, 2006-CA-4293. Among other counts in the 
Complaint, Carter is seeking 2 declaratory judgment es fo the validity of the Recording 
‘Agreement, an accounting of revenues under the Reconding Agreement, and an injunction 


inst the Defendants, 
‘The California court disteissed the Defendants’ California action for form non 
conveniens inorder to allow this Honorable Court to decide the issues in disput. 


‘Pleading issues, including service of process, venue, ioinder of additional partise, 
theories of lisbility, damancs claimed sd auplicable defenses; 
‘The following claims have been ascerted by the Plaintiff 
COUNTI: — tnjunctive Relief 
COUNT I: Declaratory Relief ~ Recording Agreement 
COUNT IM: Freud in the Inducerent 
COUNT IV: Accounting 
COUNT V: Breach of Contract 
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COUNT VE: Breach of Fiduciary Duty (against Pearlman individually) 
‘The following defenses have been asserted as tothe above claims for self: 


ORLA ganar 


Equitable Estppel 
Failure to Sute a Cause of Action for Uijunetive Reiet 
Ratification 

Waiver 


Unelean Hands 
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‘Subject Maticr Jurisdiction 


Defendants” anticipate filing a Motion for leave to amend and file counterclaim 


prior to the Case Management Conference. Prior motions that have been heard by this Court 


inctudes 
1, Carter's Motion for Emergency Injunction (7/6/06): Denied without 
prejudice 
2 Defendants’ Motion to Stay Certer Proceedings (7/6106): Denied 
4 A discovery plan 2 
anticipated number of fact and ex ions to be permitted and, as appropriate, the len 
sn. sequencs of such depositions 


‘The parties anticipate that an October 31, 2007 discovery cut-off would be 
sufficient. Discovery would be on = Complex track, with an estimated 20 to 30 depositions, 


‘including the factual and expert deposition testimony of experts fom all partes. 


S. Anticipated areas of any expert testimony, timing for identification of experts, 
responses to expert discovery, and exchange of 


Plaintiff's experts will testify about damages and customs and practices in the 
‘nlertainment industry. Depositions of these experts will occur about halfway into the discovery 
period, Plaintiff has agrood to provide his export witness list by December 31, 2006, 
‘Defendants, at this time, anticipate that cheir experts will testify regarding the entertainment and 
‘media industry, moat likely about recoupable expenses as well a6 the custom and practice for 
emlering into contracts with minors, Defendants will provide heir expert witness list by 
February 28, 2007. Plainiff and Defendants agree that all discovery will be completed by 
October 31, 2007, 


6 Ancestimate of the volume of documents and computcrized information likely to 


‘means which may render document dissovecy more manageable at an acceptable cost, 


Documents are expected to be voluminous. The parties will computerize 


{nforrpation when it appears necessary or upon request, 


‘The_advisa 3) for fact finding, mediation, ot 


At the present time, the parties have no issue(s) appropriate for a special master. 


‘The parties are agreeable to the Cour’s discretion in the use of special masters if it deems 


necessary, 


8 ch_ post 
<igponigive motions shal be fied. briefed and anqued and 2 tentative schedule for avch activities: 

“The parties amcipate tat dispositive motions would be filed not ater than 45 
days after discovery closes. ‘Trial is anticipated in December 2007. The tentative schedule is as 
follows 

December 31,2006: Plain to diselose expert witnesses 

February 28, 2006; Defendant to disclose expen witnesses, 

‘October 31,2007; All discovery closed 

November 30,2007: Mediation 

‘Two weck trial period starting in December 2007, preferably with a time certain, 


9. The possibility of getlement and the time of Ailemative Dispute Resolution, 
{including he selection of grmeditor or srbizator(s 
‘See #8 above for the proposed Mediation date of November 30, 2007. 


10. Whether or not s party or parties desire to use technologically advanced methods 
of on ‘the extent that this isthe case, a determination of the 
following 


(a) Faimess issues, including but ot necessarily limited to the use of such 
capabilities by some but not all of the parties and/or parties whose resources permit or require 
variations in the use of such capabilities: 


©) Issues reisted to compatibility of court and party facilites and equipment; 
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(©) Issues related fo the use of demonsirative exhibits and any balancing of relevance 
nd potential prejudice which may need fo ocear in connection with such exbibits; 

{d) Such other issues related to the use of the Courts and parties’ special 
technological facilities as may be raised by any party or the Court or its tochnological advisor, 
ven the nature of the case and the resources of the partes. 


‘These are undetermined at this time. 
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‘See responses to numbers | ant 2 above. 


13, A peetiminace listing of any lea princioles and facts that arc not in dispute: 


‘There are none at this time. 


14 ith est he lensth of time to ty the 
Plaintiff and Defendants agzec that the tength of time to try the case will be 2 


(evo) weeks. 


15, ther a fori as 


‘Yes, demand for a jury rial has been made. 


16. i in 
‘The parties anticipate that the deadline for filing motions in limine will be 3 


(re) weeks prior tothe scheduled date for the commencement of the til 
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Florida Bar No. 0938191 
Dasren S. Chiappetta 

20 Notth Orange Avenue Florida Bar No, 0015118 

16th Floor FOLEY & LARDNER LLP 

Orlando, FL 32801-2386 LIL North Orange Avenue 

Phone: (407) 420-1814 ‘Suite 1800 

Pax; (407) 425-8171 ‘Orlando, FL 32801-2879 


Phone: (407) 423-7656 
Fax: (407) 648-1743, 


‘OFLA S206. 


